). The correlational analysis revealed significant correlations between all the instruments, but substantial diverges were also found. CAPP-IRS and PCL-R showed high inter-correlations and, hence, seem to tap into the same underlying construct. The CAPP-IRS seems, however to have a higher affect focus in all its domains. Our finding of lower correlation between the SRP-III and the other two clinical tools may suggest a limitation in the instrument to uncover the full range of the psychopathic construct. Especially the interpersonal and affective segments seemed to be missed.
by affective, interpersonal and behavioral symptoms. Cleckley described, in his highly influential book The Mask of Sanity (1976) , psychopathy as a constellation of interpersonal, affective and behavioral characteristics, this "including egocentricity, deception, manipulation, irresponsibility, impulsivity, stimulation-seeking, poor behavioral control, shallow affect, lack of empathy, guilt, or remorse, and a range of unethical and antisocial behaviors, not necessarily criminal" (Muller, 2010, p. 129) . With these symptoms in mind, the link between psychopathy and criminal and antisocial behavior becomes apparent. Many studies have confirmed the connection between psychopathy and antisocial behavior, especially violent behavior (Hare, 1999; Hemphill, Hare, & Wong, 1998) .
The importance of the psychopathy construct in forensic, and in research settings, makes the operationalization of the concept important. Despite the extensive use of the concept, many questions remain regarding the content and the "core" features of the psychopathy construct (Andrade, 2008; Hare & Neumann, 2010; Skeem & Cooke, 2010) . The existence of several assessment instruments adheres to this possible construct ambiguity, and the question still remains whether these differing instruments measure the same underlying construct. A high convergence in different measures designed to measure the same psychopathy construct will enhance the construct's validity. Good validated measures are especially important when a controversial construct like psychopathy is assessed. Thus, studies comparing different instruments are warranted.
The Assessment of Psychopathy
Following Cleckley's tradition, and in order to facilitate measurements of the construct, Robert D. Hare developed The Psychopathy Checklist (PCL; 1980) , and later the PCLRevised (PCL-R, 1991). The PCL-R has been used extensively in research, and is now regarded as the most valid and reliable instrument for assessing psychopathic personality, and have without a doubt become the dominant instrument for assessment of psychopathy (Hare & Neumann, 2008) .
Based on extensive research, several statistically derived clusters or factors have been proposed. Originally, Hare first suggested a two-facet structure (1991), but both a threefacet model , and a four-facet model have also been proposed (Hare, 2003) . Hare and Neumann (2006) have lately augmented the better psychometric properties of the four-facet model, and that these four latent facets are needed to represent the construct of psychopathy. The four facets are: The interpersonal facet, the affective facet, the lifestyle facet, and the antisocial facet.
One important concern in the conceptualization of psychopathy is the relevance of antisocial behavior (Andrade, 2008) . The PCL-R has been criticized for its emphasis on antisocial behavior and criminal history (Skeem & Cooke, 2010) . Most research on the PCL-R has been conducted on correctional samples, and recidivism has often been used to assess its predictive validity. These studies have found that individuals diagnosed with psychopathy commit more crime, especially violent crimes, and they are also four times more likely to recidivate violently (Hare, McPherson, & Forth, 1988; Hart, Kropp, & Hare, 1988) . One of the reasons PCL-R predicts recidivism, may be because it takes into consideration both core personality traits and previous criminal history. Skeem and Cooke (2010) argue that by including criminal behavior, the PCL-R may be overinclusive and identify individuals who are antisocial but not essentially psychopathic. Criminal behavior may have a multitude of reasons other than psychopathic personality.
Hare and colleagues reject this criticism, and point out that behavior, including antisocial behavior, is what we have to rely on to infer traits from (Hare & Neumann, 2006 . They also point out that the PCL-R had its origin in a forensic setting, and was designed to distinguish between psychopathic criminals and other criminals. This does not necessary entail that criminal behavior is crucial to the construct of psychopathy. The PCL-Screening version (PCL:SV) is, in contrast, developed in a non-forensic context, and relates to the PCL-R to such a degree that it can be proposed that both instruments, one with no reference to criminal behavior, tap into the same underlying construct (Cooke et al., 1999; Hare & Neumann, 2010) .
Another criticism regarding the reliance on the person's behavioral history, is that it may not be suited to detect changes in personality, if such changes are indeed possible (Cooke et al., 2004) . Recently, a new assessment instrument aiming to overcome this restriction, has been developed by Cooke, Hart, Logan, and Michie (2004) . The Comprehensive Assessment of Psychopathic Personality (CAPP) model aims at encompassing the full domain of psychopathic personality disorder, and is developed with the intention of detecting changes in personality over time. The CAPP model describes psychopathic personality as a hierarchical and allencompassing construct composed of six domains of symptoms: The attachment domain, the behavioral domain, the cognitive domain, the dominance domain, the emotional domain, and the self domain. Each domain includes several symptoms reflecting disruption of various personality functions (Stoll et al., 2011) . The psychometric properties and the validity of the current version of the CAPP, the CAPPInstitutional Rating Scale (CAPP-IRS) is still under investigation, and studies are conducted or ongoing in several countries (e.g. Hoff et al., 2012; Kreis et al., 2012; Pedersen et al., 2010; Stoll et al., 2011) .
There also exist several self-report measures of psychopathy, and commonly used measures include Psychopathic Personality Inventory (PPI; Lilienfeld & Andrews, 1996) , Levenson's Primary and Secondary Psychopathy Scale (LSRP; Levenson, Kiehl, & Fitzpatrick, 1995) , and Self-Report of Psychopathy Scale (SRP; Hare, 1985; Paulhus et al., in press) . The use of self-report to detect or measure psychopathy may seem illogical. Why would individuals respond honestly in such measures? Yet the endeavor to create such measures have a long history (Lilienfeld & Fowler, 2006) . One great advantage with self-report is economy. The administration of self-reports often demands little time, training, and other resources. This stands in sharp contrast to the lengthy semi-structured interviews and file review necessary for the PCL-R and the CAPP-IRS. Other advantages may be the ability to assess response styles, and the possibility that impression management may become a lesser problem in selfreport, contrary to interviews (Lilienfeld & Fowler, 2006) . Obvious disadvantages with self-report, especially in the field of psychopathy, are the possibility of dishonesty and lack of insight in one's own psyche. Previous studies have shown mixed results in the correlations between questionnaires, and between questionnaires and the PCL-R (Copestake, Gray, & Snowden, 2011; Hundleby & Ross, 1977; Lilienfeld & Fowler, 2006; Lynam, Whiteside, & Jones, 1999) , so the question still stands whether they measure the same construct. The SRP-III is the third version of SRP, and is a promising self-report measure constructed by Hare and his colleagues on the basis of the PCL (Jones & Paulhus, 2010; Paulhus & Williams, 2002) . As the SRP-III is modeled on the PCL-R, they are considered to be theoretically and conceptually close. Previous studies of the SRP-III have shown promising psychometric properties, but more research is needed (Lilienfeld & Fowler, 2006; Paulhus & Williams, 2002) .
The aim of the present pilot study is to explore the inter-correlations between three different psychopathy assessment instruments. Previous studies have found high correlations between PCL-SV and CAPP-IRS, and between PCL-Youth Version (PCL:YV) and CAPP-IRS (Stoll et al., 2011; Watkins et al., 2007, June) . The PCL:SV is a less comprehensive measure than the PCL-R, and as far as we know, no studies have previously examined the link between the CAPP and the full PCL-R, or the CAPP and SRP-III. High inter-correlations are expected, as all instruments claim to measure the same construct. But the differing interrelations between the facets/domains of the individual measures may reveal potential differences in the essence of the measures.
METHODS

Participants
Eighty male inmates at Bergen Prison, Norway, participated in the study. The age range of the participants was 19 to 71 years, with mean age of 33.47 years (SD 10.77). The participants served sentences ranging from 6 weeks to 21 years (21 years is the longest possible sentencing in the Norwegian penal system), with a mean of 6.3 years (SD 4.93). The participants were sentenced for a variety of crimes including simple theft, drug dealing, armed robbery, child molestation, and murder. Fifty-two percent of the participants had drug related sentences, 42 percent had violence-related sentences and 14 percent were sentenced for sexual offenses. Number of convictions ranged from 1 to 52 with a mean of 6.3 (SD 7.37). Thirty-nine percent of the participants had only completed compulsorily schooling (9 years). Forty-six percent had no higher education beyond high school (many had finished high school in prison). The majority of the participants were Norwegian citizens, whereas nine were non-Norwegian citizens. All participants spoke Norwegian.
Measures
PCL-R
The Psychopathy Checklist -Revised (Hare, 1991 ) is a 20-item instrument designed to measure the construct of psychopathy in research, prison, clinical and forensic psychiatric settings. The PCL-R is regarded as the most valid and reliable measure of psychopathy, and is therefore often considered as the "gold standard" for the assessment of psychopathic personality (Cooke, Kosson, & Michie, 2001; Hare, 1999; Stoll et al., 2011) . Each 20 items is scored on a 3-point scale (0 = not present, 1 = maybe/ in some respect present, or 2 = present). Minimum score is 0 and maximum score is 40. The PCL-R items were divided in four facets according to the model described by Bolt and colleagues (2004) : Facet 1 = interpersonal; facet 2 = affective; facet 3 = lifestyle; facet 4 = antisocial.
CAPP-IRS
The Comprehensive Assessment of Psychopathic Personality -Institutional Rating Scale (Cooke et al., 2004 ) is a new instrument created to assess psychopathic personality symptoms. As a new instrument, the psychometric properties of the scale are still under investigation, but several studies have shown promising results Kreis et al., 2012; Pedersen et al., 2010) . More international studies on the CAPP-IRS are ongoing, for more information, see www.gcu.ac.uk/capp/. The CAPP-IRS consists of six domains: Attachment, behavioral, cognitive, dominance, emotional, and self. The domains cover 33 symptoms of psychopathy. Each symptom is scored on a 7-point scale (0-6). Minimum score is 0 and maximum score is 198. The CAPP-IRS was scored using the Norwegian research-version (Hoff et al., 2008) , and it was rated in a lifetime perspective.
SRP-III
The Self-Report Psychopathy Scale was constructed by Hare and colleagues (Hare, 1985) , and is analogue to PCL-R. SRP has been found to correlate highly with other selfreports on psychopathy (e.g. Psychopathic Personality Inventory [PPI]) (Benning et al., 2005; Salekin, 2008) . The current version, SRP-III (Jones & Paulhus, 2010; Paulhus et al., in press ), consists of 64 items, with responses made on a 5-point Likert-scale (1-5). Minimum score is 64 and maximum score is 320. The items were divided in the four facets corresponding to the four facets in the PCL-R (Williams, Paulhus, & Hare, 2007) : 1 = Callous Trait (CA); 2 = Interpersonal Manipulation (IPM); 3 = Erratic Lifestyle (ELS); 4 = Criminal Tendencies (CT).
Procedure
The data were collected as a part of a larger ongoing study in Bergen Prison, studying dynamic risk factors for criminal behavior. The study was approved by the Norwegian Regional Ethics Committee for Medical Research. Participation in the study was voluntary. As a requirement from the ethics committee the initial information about the project, and the first request for participation, had to be conducted by a prison official. No information is therefore available regarding the non-participants. The assessment interviews for both the PCL-R and the CAPP-IRS were performed by either a clinical psychologist or advanced psychology students (a total of four interviewers) trained in the use of both the PCL-R and the CAPP-IRS. The individual interviews lasted from two to six hours, and the majority of the interviews were tape recorded to enable assessment of interrater reliability. All available case history information (sentences, psychiatric evaluations, prison journals etc.) was also used in the scoring of these instruments. The SRP-III forms were handed out along with other self-report measures (assessing general health, attitudes, and drug use) and filled out in the presence of a researcher.
Analyses
Analyses were performed using SPSS version 20.0 for Macintosh. Cronbach's alpha was used to assess the reliability of all the measures used (PCL-R, CAPP-IRS, and SRP-III). Interrater reliability of the PCL-R and The CAPP-IRS was assessed with the use of one-way intraclass correlation coefficients (ICC 1 ). According to guidelines presented by McDowell (2006) 
RESULTS
Reliability
PCL-R
The Cronbach's alpha for the present sample was .807 for the total score, .780 for facet 1, .722 for facet 2, .743 for facet 3, and .713 for facet 4. The interrater reliability for PCL-R (N = 8) ranged from good to excellent (McDowell, 2006) : PCL-R total score, ICC 1 = .943; facet 1, ICC 1 = .695; facet 2, ICC 1 = .917; facet 3, ICC 1 = .653; facet 4, ICC 1 = .878. 
CAPP-IRS
SRP-III
The Cronbach's alpha for the present sample was .938 for the total score, .817 for the IPM facet, .740 for the CA facet, .863 for the ELS facet, and .800 for the CT facet.
Descriptive Statistics
Mean, minimum, maximum, and standard deviations are shown in Table 1 .
Correlations
PCL-R and CAPP-IRS
There was a strong, and positive (r = .832, p < .001,) correlation between the total scores of the PCL-R and CAPP-IRS. The strongest associations on a facet/domain level were found between PCL-R facet 1 (interpersonal) and the dominance domain of the CAPP-IRS (r = .793, p < .001), between PCL-R facet 2 (affect) and the attachment domain of 
PCL-R and SRP-III
The total scores of the PCL-R and SRP-III were significantly and positively correlated (r = .441, p < .001). No significant relations were found between PCL-R facet 1, facet 2, and SRP-III. PCL-R facet 3 showed strongest correlation to the ELS facet of the SRP-III (r = .519, p < .001). PCL-R facet 4 showed strongest correlation to the CT facet of the SRP-III (r = .656, p < .001).
CAPP-IRS and SRP-III
The correlation between the total scores of CAPP-IRS and SRP-III were smaller, but significant (r = .298, p = .022). The behavioral domain of the CAPP-IRS showed the strongest correlation to both the total score and the facets of the SRP-III (total: r = .596, p < .001; IPM: r = .460, p < .001; CA: r = .465, p < .001; ELS: r = .505, p < .001; CT: r = .478, p < .001). There were also found significant relationships between the cognitive domain of CAPP-IRS and the total score and all the facets of SRP-III (total: r = .396, p = .002; IPM: r = .346, p = .005; CA: r = .342, p = .004; ELS: r = .343, p = .004; CT: r = .325, p = .007). The IPM facet of SRP-III correlated significantly to all the CAPP-IRS domains (attachment: r = .336, p = .028; behavioral: r = .399, p = .008; cognitive: r = .340, p = .026; dominance: r = .305, p = .047; self: r = .357, p = .019), except the dominance and the emotional domains (r = .165, p = .291; r = .165, p = .291),
All correlations between the measures (PCL-R, CAPP-IRS, and SRP-III) and its facets/domains are presented in Table 2 . A scatterplot matrix for the total scores is shown in Figure 1 .
DISCUSSION
The purpose of the present study was to investigate the inter-correlations between three different psychopathy assessment instruments, and their underlying facets/domains (PCL-R, CAPP, & SRP-III). As expected, we found high inter-correlations (see Table 2 ), but substantial divergence in the measures was also revealed.
PCL-R and CAPP
As anticipated, the PCL-R total score was positively and significantly correlated to the CAPP-IRS total score, and all the CAPP-IRS domain scores. The strong correlation found between PCL-R total score and CAPP-IRS total score in the present study was consistent with previous studies using PCL:SV and the PCL:YV (Stoll et al., 2011; Watkins et al., 2007, June) .
Overall, the CAPP-IRS had strongest association to facet 2 (affect) of the PCL-R. The total score, the attachment domain, the emotional domain, and the self domain of the CAPP-IRS were all strongly related to this second PCL-R facet. This is reasonable as they all contain items related to affective regulation and the affective relationship to others. These findings point to a high affective focus in the CAPP-model. The weakest relationship was found between PCL-R facet 4 (antisocial) and the CAPP-IRS (total score). This finding is in line with previous research using PCL:SV (Stoll et al., 2011) , who found lower correlations between CAPP-IRS and PCL factor 2 (the antisocial and behavioral factor in the two factor model) compared to PCL factor 1 (the interpersonal and affective factor). It is also in line with the intention of the developers of the CAPP model, who wanted to create a measure of psychopathic personality that focuses less on the specific antisocial and criminal behavioral acts of the individuals, but rather focus on the personality pathology (Cooke et al., 2004; Stoll et al., 2011) . The strongest correlation of facet 4 (antisocial) was, perhaps not unexpectedly, to the behavioral domain. The cognitive domain of the CAPP-IRS was strongest correlated to facet 3 (lifestyle) of the PCL-R.
PCL-R and SRP-III
As predicted, the total score of the SRP-III were positively related to the PCL-R total score. But more diverges became evident when we examined the inter-correlations between the facets (Table 2) . Neither facet 1(interpersonal) nor facet 2 (affect) of the PCL-R correlated significantly with SRP-III. The SRP-III corresponded strongest to facets 3 and 4 of the PCL-R, which are the more overt behavioral facets of the instrument. This lack of association to PCL-R facet 1 and facet 2 may point to a deficit in the SRP-III on capturing the affective and the manipulative parts of the psychopathic construct. Although psychopathy typically has been seen as a relatively uniform construct, it has been suggested that it may be more heterogeneous. Facet 1 and facet 2 correspond to what is often called primary psychopathy, or core features of psychopathy (Harpur, Hare, & Hakstian, 1989; Skeem et al., 2003) . These "core" features include the affective and interpersonal (e.g., callousness and grandiosity) features of the psychopathic construct. Facet 3 and facet 4 correspond more to the impulsive and behavioral features linked to secondary psychopathy. It has been suggested a different etiological background for the two variants of psychopathy. Primary psychopathy is seen as more heritable, while secondary psychopathy is more linked to environmental causes (Skeem et al., 2003) . Our results correspond to previous findings, where self-reports correlate moderately to secondary psychopathy, but less to primary psychopathy (Harpur et al., 1989; Muller, 2010) .
CAPP-IRS and SRP-III
This difference between PCL-R and SRP-III became more evident when we also took into consideration the correlations between CAPP-IRS and SRP-III. A weak positive, but significant (r = .298, p = .022) relation was found between the total scores on the scales. However, the strongest correlations were found between the behavioral domain of the CAPP-IRS and SRP-III. All the facets, and the total score of the SRP-III, correlate positively with the behavioral domain. The SRP-III facet IPM also correlated with all CAPP-IRS domains, except for the emotional and the dominance domains that corresponds to the findings reported for the PCL-R.
General Discussion
The PCL-R and the CAPP-IRS mean scores in this study were a bit lower, but comparable to scores reported from other studies in a forensic setting (Hansen et al., 2007; Pedersen et al., 2010; Stoll et al., 2011) . The interrater reliability of both PCL-R and CAPP-IRS in this study ranged from good to excellent (McDowell, 2006) . The obtained correlations between the PCL-R and the CAPP-IRS generally support that they assess the same underlying psychopathy construct (convergent validity).
The high correlations between CAPP-IRS domains and the affect facet (facet 2) of the PCL-R speak to a high emphasis on affective symptoms in almost all of the domains of the CAPP model. Furthermore, the high association found in the present study between PCL-R and CAPP-IRS suggests that they both assess the same underlying concept, regardless of how they emphasize antisocial and criminal behavior. This is also in accordance with findings from previous correlation studies between the PCL-R and the PCL:SV (Cooke et al., 1999; Hare & Neumann, 2010) .
The SRP-III, as a self-report questionnaire, does not share the same assessment methodology as the PCL-R and the CAPP-IRS, so a lower correlation might be expected. The overall positive correlations to both PCL-R and CAPP-IRS suggest that the self-report taps into the same underlying construct as the clinical instruments. But the present study also points to a possible limitation of the SRP-III to fully uncover the interpersonal and affective segment of the psychopathic construct. This overall positive, but mixed findings is in line with previous findings regarding self-reports and psychopathy (Lilienfeld & Fowler, 2006) and warrants confidence, but with cautiousness, in the use of self-reports in the assessment of psychopathy.
Limitations
There are some limitations to the present study that need to be addressed. Firstly, the sample size is relatively small (n = 80), and this may reduce the power of the study. However, the time-consuming assessment method deployed (interviews and extensive file review) limits the possibility to increase the sample size. The participation in the study was, for ethical reasons, voluntary. The use of a convenience sample consisting of only male offenders may limit the generalizability of the findings. Another limiting factor may be that the ratings for both the PCL-R and the CAPP-IRS were obtained by the same raters, this may increase the possibility of same rater bias. The SRP-III was filled out along with other self-reports. Fatigue and low diligence effects could affect the reliability of the scale, but utmost care was taken to avoid this by allowing the participants as much time and breaks as needed.
Further Research
The use of a small and limited sample may limit generalizability, so replication in different settings (institutional and non-institutional) is necessary before strong conclusions can be made. While the PCL-R has been shown to predict recidivisms, this still needs to be examined more closely for the CAPP-IRS. The notion that CAPP-IRS can assess changes in personality also needs to be assessed.
Other external correlates to psychopathy also need to be further investigated. The interpersonal and affective facets (primary psychopathy) of PCL-R are reported to correlate negatively with anxiety, while the antisocial and lifestyle facets (secondary psychopathy) correlate positively (Poythress & Skeem, 2009) . Whether this distinction in anxiety also can be found for CAPP-IRS should be addressed. The link between the psychopathy assessment instruments and moral and criminal attitudes/behavior also needs further investigation.
One of the major challenges in personality research is that personality is not directly observable. Personality is often inferred from observed behavior or "accessed" through introspection, and the usefulness of these methods may be limited in revealing the underlying aspects of personality. Linking the psychopathic construct to cognitive/emotional mechanisms, clinical symptoms, and biological measures will strengthen the validity of the construct and the different assessment instruments.
